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Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Faculty of the College of Liberal Arts
April 14th, 2022,
12:30pm Bush Auditorium

Presiding: Jana Mathews, President of the CLA Faculty
Recording Minutes: Richard Lewin, Vice-President of the CLA Faculty / Secretary
Moderating: Julia Maskivker, Parliamentarian
Members in attendance: 041422 (89 members signed in)
Aggarwal, Alaya Seghair, Al-Haddad, Anderson, Armenia, Balzac, Barnes, Bernal, Boles, Boniface,
Brannock, Brown S-E, Brown V., Carnahan, Cavnaugh J., Cody-Rapport, Cook, Crozier, Dias-Zambrana,
DiQuattro, Douget, Elva, Ewing, Fetscherin, Flick, Fokidis, Forsythe, French, Fuse M., Gerchman, Greenberg,
Griffin, Gunter, Habgood, Harwell, Heileman, Hewit, Hope, Hudson, Jamir, Jones, KC, Kiefer, Kistler, Kodzi,
Lewin, Littler, Luchner, Manak, Maskiviker, McLaughlin, Mesbah, Montgomery, Mosby, Mswaka,
Murdaugh, Musgrave, Myers, Newcomb, Nichter, Painter, Parsloe, Patrone, Philips, Pinto, Prosser, Queen,
Ray, Reich, Riley, Robinson, Roos, Rubarth, Russell, Ryan, Santiago-Navaez, Savala, Shideler, Simmons,
Smaw, Stephenson, Summet, Sutherland, Szopa, Tanner, Teymuroglu, Tillmann, Vidovic, Wang, Warnecke,
Wunderlich, Yankelevitz, Yao, Yu, Zhang.
Guests: Karla Knight; Janette Smith; Student Government; Kaitlyn Harrington.
CLA Byelaws: Those eligible to vote in CLA: all full-time faculty, including artists-in-residence, visiting
appointments, lecturers, and instructors.
Quorum: We are at 202 voting faculty in 2021-2; thus 68 present meets quorum (93 voting 021722)
Questions & Comments are not annotated by name, in line with abbreviated Roberts Rules

Meeting called to order at 12:34pm.
I. Approval of Minutes from March 31st, 2022 CLA Faculty Meeting:
a. Jana Mathews, President of the CLA Faculty, asked for any changes to the minutes as circulated;
none being proffered. Proposed by Missy Barnes & seconded by Kevin Griffin.

b. Mathews asked for approval of the minutes from the March 3rd CLA faculty meeting, voting

via clickers: 57 yes votes, 2 no votes & 5 abstentions; Motion was inquorate; thus deferred to
our next regular meeting.

II.

Announcements: (Student Serenade of Dean Jennifer Cavenaugh as arranged by Jamey Ray)
Jana Mathews, President of the CLA Faculty:
a. Classes end in 11 days; so a bittersweet moment.
b. Happy Hour is tomorrow, Friday 15th of April, after rFla meeting, 3:30-4:30pm on Swindle Patio.
c. Last working faculty meeting for our Dean of the Faculty, Jennifer Cavenaugh.

III.

Committee Reports

a. Curriculum Committee (CC):
Jill Jones, Chair of CC: Deliberating recommendations from the Curricular Optimization
TaskForce (COTF) for next year’s business, include voting on moving to 128 credit hours. This
will be reviewed by EC prior to presentation to the Faculty in the Fall. Recommendations for
enrollment and course caps proposals are also forthcoming. Thank you to all our representatives
who have performed exceptionally dilligent work.
b. Faculty Affairs Committee (FAC):
Missy Barnes, Chair of FAC: Put forth items for you to consider today and reviewed the COTF
report to offer insights to CC for voting on 128 credit hours. Focusing on Tenure & Promotion now
with reference to our by-laws, Diversity Equity and Inclusion (DEI) and CIEs as used by CECs.
Proposing a more structured use in important ways, so each department will need a meeting to
discuss this. Teaching observations: trying to clarify how these function as tools for evaluation, and
as a tool (or rubric) in support of each department, so that it remains fair to all candidates, CECs
and the FEC. Thanks to a most thoughtful committee group who deliberated how important
language was to insure that we remain intentionally more equitable and inclusive for all.
c. Faculty Research & Development Committee (FRDC)
Eric Smaw, FRDC Chair: Evaluated the Ashcroft & Critchfield grants and finished our review of
the Student Faculty Collaborative Scholarships (SFCS). FRDC also finalized a unified rubric for
evaluating Ashforth, Critchfield and Individual Grants which took us a while. Our biggest effort
has been focused on potential Byelaw changes, which are with the CC, promising greater
transparency for grants and awards in the fall. Thank you to the entire FRDC committee for all the
hard work you have put in this year, albeit on an accelerated schedule.

IV.

Business (next year’s committee chair photo montage displayed on the overhead)

a. Student Affairs Report & Presentation

Mathews: According to our Bylaws, we have an annual report from the Vice President for Student
Affairs (VPSA) about the work in her division. We therefore celebrate having Donna Lee back on
our campus as a true advocate for faculty and students.
Donna Lee, Vice President for Student Affairs (office is now in the former Darden Lounge).
Orientated myself, reengaged with student organizations, and my divisional staff. What emerged
was a clear need for strategic direction, informed by decades of holistic student development to
create learning environments, to discover passions, skills, and talents in ways that make a
difference. First step in a process of why – to provide an inclusive environment for all voices.
Immutable items provided the framework and principles: Equity and inclusion, belonging, and all
students achieving, thriving, growing and flourishing at Rollins. Encapsulated by ‘Well-being’ learning about the whole student, including mental health, in an integrated way. Collaborative
approach of faculty-staff-students and community partners, to provide a clarity of vision and
purpose.
Well-being: Engagement of Staff, Spaces, DEI & Belonging. Diversity in specialties, peer to peer,
telehealth, working during evening hours for students, alongside our Graduate Health Program and
Derrick Palladino’s students. JED foundation recommendations of best practices were
incorporated for the upcoming year and this summer.
Engagement: Gateway is a bridge between academics and student affairs to make meaning out of
learning, to become and to apply. Career development and readiness to ensure our students are up
to standard, with staff coherency and focus for the program.
External: Alumni and employers having really specific expertise and synergy together, but still
student-based and aligned.
Hiring Key Positions: Faculty I need you on our search committees, as your input is invaluable.
Lisa Gilliean-Crump leading our investment in staff as the professional development of staff is a
key focus.

Spaces: need to contribute towards learning, although not all student facing buildings are located
in spaces which appear to be student facing, some are still on the periphery of our campus. An audit
of spaces, collocated to deepen our engagement and learning.
Residential life: Master Planning Process. Lakeside is one thing, but our students are not looking
for fancy buildings; they just want to feel at home. Some work still needed for this to happen in our
existing spaces, to make them more welcoming, and to contribute to student learning and wellbeing.
Process: Faculty, staff and students took a year to develop a Strategic Master Plan back in 2008,
which led to the renovation of Ward Hall and others. Unintended consequences of our shiny new
building at Lakeside is that it is completely filled - with long wait lists - but this has placed renewed
emphasis on enhancing the rest of our older buildings.
DEI and a sense of belonging: Made a priority, to restructure work that appeared buried in our
organizational chart. We rolled two positions into one, reorganizing and elevating DEI, and some
of you have met the professionals who came to campus 2 weeks ago.
Centre for Inclusion & Belonging: Key partnership with Nancy Chick in the Endeavour Centre,
Admissions, and Recruitment, the Associate Dean of Advising, the Student Family Care Team, and
the Centre for Campus Involvement.
Q&A
Qu. How are students doing behavior wise?
Donna Lee, VPSA: A big change seen in terms of our social climate, which is not defined by the
Greeks as it was before. Fewer Fraternities and Sororities on campus, and a wider range of other
interests. 40% of our student body was in Greek life; now it is more like 27% in Sororities and
Fraternities who pledge and cycle through the other areas in the normal way. A much larger and
growing middle group, who are exploring, but not sure exactly what they are doing.
Qu: Any data on increase in rates of depression, anxiety etc., in the class rooms as there appear
more missed classes recently?
Donna Lee, VPSA: There is a national trend in depression and anxiety, and on small campuses like
Rollins it is even more pronounced.
Qu. Is it not better to make Faculty and Student Affairs connections, as a collaborative partnership
of ideas, as we are all happy to help our, but we need inclusion on search committees? If separated
as faculty, we hurt our students. Lucy Cross Centre was an advocate for each other.
Donna Lee, VPSA: 4 new part time positions created, but the only new positions are counsellors,
otherwise we have restructured in order to create others. Currently this needs Board Approval and
is temporary.
Qu. How can Faculty support you?
Donna Lee, VPSA: Faculty always stepped up and helped. If our team is reaching out and needs
support please do. A lot of our team does not have relationships with you yet, outreach is needed
to call you to be on a search committee, but it takes time to learn about each other’s work. Career
and Life Planning is a hot topic, and we are trying to shift gear and change this together.
Qu: New construction, an idea as it fufill needs, but my question is whether the Board of Trustees
recognizes that Faculty have conflicted views on these shiny new buildings, versus appearing
forgotten and not paid much attention to as Faculty. Desires or aspirations are one thing, but funds
also needed in this area.
Donna Lee, VPSA: Not advocating for new buildings, but to enhance the spaces already available.
Current needs are not for new buildings. For example we are under-utilizing our outside spaces and
students want community spaces for when it gets dark on Mills Lawn. There is no seating areas to
connect outside of halls for examples and we can’t put anything up, there are no common kitchens
etc., lounges yes, but even the furnishings and coloring are not really inviting, yet these impact the

student learning experience. Lacking of community spaces in there, as these are not gathering
spaces, so it was an opportunity missed.

b. Proposed Bylaws change to allow a tenured associate or full professor from another
institution to be hired with tenure.
Mathews: FAC brought forward a bylaws change to allow a tenured associate or full professor
from another institution to be hired with tenure and EC endorsed it.
Missy Barnes, FAC Chair, on behalf of the FAC, makes the motion, seconded by Eric Smaw.
Discussion:
Qu, What were the downsides that were discussed?
Missy Barnes, FAC Chair: An idea, not a guarantee. If you have tenure, you could be brought
in with tenure here. There are concerns regarding someone who could be hired with tenure, after
our vetting system, and still prove problematic. There are layers to the process to guard against
this, but it is nonetheless possible. There is however also a matter of equity and inclusion, as if
not coming with tenure some candidates would not be prepared to apply to leave a tenured
position.
Qu. Regarding the FEC liaison on the search committee, serving on a search committee is not
located clearly enough, so if this is included we need to amend that aspect.
Missy Barnes, FAC Chair: We already have a CEC or similar formed, so this is not the cart
before horse it appears.
Comment 1): Confused as to conducting a search, as just how we would know in advance, if
we were to be considering a tenured candidate for a position or not? Every search would thus
otherwise need to follow a far more rigorous process from the get-go.
Comment 2): Our byelaws convey to us the inherited wisdom of the past, so I am not sure how
we proceed on this. Our most senior colleagues, if they were around, certainly would come out
against this change philosophically, so I am not comfortable with a vote on such a big change
just yet. All we have is a FAC committee report, no white paper, no forum or prior faculty
discussion minutes. Whereas, for example, our change in allowing Associates to serve on FEC,
had a multiple years and a very deliberative process in place. This suggestion represents a major
change to my mind, and whilst I don’t think I could not be won over by such arguments, I feel
this could only be achieved via a more thorough and robust conversation. I will end by pointing
out specifically, that we have not been told what our benchmark institutions are doing, and it
would be nice to have a report from an associated taskforce on this to properly consider the
matter further. Maybe Rollins proves to be the odd one out in this regard, but please show me
the evidence, rather than trying to sell me on this now.
Comment 3): I am against this. Tenure is an earned privilege, via teaching in our classrooms
and committing to our service requirements, all whilst maintaining an active research agenda
using our Rollins affiliation. To simply extend this to candidates from any similar institution,
with its own idiosyncratic requirements appears foolhardy. An expedited process to tenure yes,
but there is still a need to acclimate new faculty to our institution; otherwise we are giving up
our right to decide on tenure to the Administration, and we risk giving them the power to create
permanent members within our College.
Comment 4): Hiring someone who is problematic could certainly happen. Even hiring through
our tenure-track process could still turn out to be problematic. Thus there is no in principle
reason as to why we should not increase the liberty of departments in their search process; those
who do want to hire tenured faculty should be able to do so exceptionally. Retirement, sickness
etc may result in a department being staffed by people without tenure, as small departments and
untimely retirements can coincide and a tenured professor could well be brought in to help out.
Another reason to do so is that calling it foolhardy is just a name calling fallacy. Fallacious

because of how we have done things in the past, if we do not experiment and do things
differently, we can never change or improve. Probably though we should think more seriously
so as to provide some real justifications behind not doing so.
Comment 5): Supportive of the principle. I applied to work here and served our community
well, but would welcome new tenured hires but not in 5-6 years, as that would take a very long
time to reobtain their tenure. Personally I love it here, but there is some middle ground, a time
to tenure clearly matters, tell a search committee a 2 or 3 year clock perhaps, to feel good here,
to experience good work from them and to work well within your department. I see a middle
ground and do not support a 5-6 years requirement for tenure for those with prior tenure at other
institutions which I find far more problematic.
Jana Mathews, CLA Faculty President: Point of information: currently it is possible to negotiate
a shorter tenure clock contractually, or to include up to 2 prior teaching years towards tenure.
Comment 6) Issue of offering tenure to Administrators, with a one-year clock if successful at
the end of the first year, then grant tenure. I support the notion of a shorter clock per se.
Comment 7) In response to these suggestions, let us consider what we mean when we give
someone a job for good, all before even spending one single day working on our campus? A
job for life, on such terms, risks being disputatious and dangerous.
Comment 8) For candidates it is going to be covered in the search process.
Missy Barnes, FAC Chair: Hiring procedures are already approved by multiple offices, and
approved by both the department, HR, Dean, Diversity Committee etc. Offer to tenure and/or
without tenure should still be an option for a candidate – at least a possibility - not a given, or
regular occurrence. Otherwise basically you are starting over again each time. The FAC’s goal
here was to create a process so as to provide the ability to hire with tenure, albeit exceptionally.
Comment 9) Intentional hiring practices of faculty I imagine would be an attractive option to
have as an open rank opportunity, as happens at other institutions who do offer the benefit of
tenure at hire. Examples of where that is normal would help our deliberations, thus echoing the
expressed desire for more time to consider this properly to be compelling.
Emily Russell made a motion to table, to allow for input from the Faculty Evaluation Committee
regarding search committees and to provide information on benchmarks ahead of our October
2022 CLA Faculty Meeting. The motion to table was seconded by Eric Smaw.
Question was called, voting via clickers: 73 yes 10 no & no abstentions – motion to table passed.

c. Proposed Bylaws change to PTR process (thus deferred to our next working meeting)
Jana Mathews: Motion to adjourn, moved by Lisa Tillmann, seconded by Jill Jones.
CLA Faculty Meeting was thus adjourned at 1:39pm.

Proposed Bylaws Change to Allow a Tenured Associate or Full Professor from Another
Institution to be Hired with Tenure
Rationale: At this time there is no possibility for the college to hire someone with tenure
unless they are being hired as an endowed chair. We lose excellent potential candidates
when we cannot hire someone with tenure to a position where there is no attached chair.
ARTICLE VIII
FACULTY APPOINTMENTS AND EVALUATIONS
A. FACULTY APPOINTMENTS
Section 1: New Appointments
No tenure-track appointment may last beyond seven years without the faculty member being
granted tenure, with the exception of faculty members on parental leave for childbirth or
adoption who accept an extension in accordance with Rollins College Policy. Faculty beginning
the tenure track between Fall 2015 through Fall 2020, may, by no later than June 30 of the year
prior to their tenure review year, declare in writing to the Dean of the Faculty that they wish a
one-year extension of their tenure clock. The extension will convert the faculty member’s fifth
year on the tenure track to one non-counting year. The timeline for pre-tenure evaluation and
course release in years one through four is unchanged. This provision automatically expires once
these faculty have been accommodated, as described in this bylaw. No visiting faculty
appointment may last beyond six consecutive years. Initial appointments of tenure- track faculty
shall normally be for a two- year period. All faculty appointments shall be made by the President
with the advice of the Provost, who may act as the President’s agent, and the Dean of the
Faculty.
All tenure-track appointments will be made as the result of national searches. The department to
which the candidate will be appointed will usually conduct the search. Search committees shall
have one faculty member from outside the department who will be appointed by the Dean of the
Faculty in consultation with the department. The appointee will be a voting member of the search
committee. The recruitment and selection of candidates for faculty appointments will conform
with the equal employment opportunity and affirmative action policies of the College.
The Dean of the Faculty shall not recommend the appointment of anyone of whom a majority of
the voting tenured and tenure-track members of the appointee's department does not approve.
While faculty members are not normally hired with tenure, this option is permitted in the special
circumstance of appointment to endowed chairs. In such a case, the candidate must possess the
rank of Associate or Full Professor at the previous institution and already have been granted
tenure at that institution.

The option of being hired with tenure is permitted in the special circumstance of appointment to
endowed chairs or on an exceptional case-by-case basis when the candidate has already been
granted tenure and holds the rank of Associate or Full Professor at their previous institution.
If the endowed chair is in a specific discipline, a search committee will be formed within the
appropriate department with representation from at least one other department appointed by the
Dean of the Faculty. For a tenured candidate, a search committee will be formed within the
appropriate department with representation from at least one other department appointed by the
Dean of the Faculty and a FEC liaison. The committee will set out the criteria necessary for a
successful candidate for the position. If the chair is not department-based, the Dean of the
Faculty will appoint a search committee consisting of representatives from relevant departments
and programs.
When the search committee has reached a final decision, it will send a letter of recommendation
to the Faculty Evaluation Committee (as defined below). The search committee and the FEC, in
assessing the merit of the candidate, along with the usual evaluation of research and service,
will give special consideration to teaching quality in their evaluation. The FEC will examine the
credentials of the candidate and will give the Dean of the Faculty its approval or disapproval of
the recommendation of the search committee, based on a stringent evaluation of the candidate
against the tenure guidelines of the department or program. The Dean of the Faculty will then
pass along to the Provost his or her their recommendation as well as the recommendation from
the FEC. The Provost in turn will make a recommendation to the President, who then makes the
final decision on the appointment.

Bylaws Proposal for Changes to the Post-Tenure Review Process
Rationale: At this time there is no process in place for the post-tenure review. This proposal would
offer some structure to the process for all departments.
ARTICLE VIII
FACULTY APPOINTMENTS AND EVALUATIONS
D. PROCEDURES FOR POST-TENURE EVALUATIONS
The CEC, with the support of the Dean of the Faculty, is charged with the responsibility of encouraging
improved teaching and professional development for all members of the Faculty. Tenured faculty will
normally be evaluated every seven years, two years before their eligibility for a sabbatical. Exceptions
may be recommended by the Dean of the Faculty, with the approval of the Faculty Affairs Committee.
While the primary purpose of continued assessment is to promote improved teaching and professional
development, it also assists tenured faculty in the identification of strengths and correction of any
deficiencies. Should the CEC or the Dean of the Faculty detect deficiencies which are particularly
significant, the evaluation proceedings may be initiated at any time.
The faculty member’s professional assessment statements plays a primary role in these seven-year
evaluations. The faculty member creates a professional assessment statement called the Faculty
Development Plan. This Faculty members will submit this plan statement, with supporting documents
that include a CV, goes to the members of the CEC to review by January 1. by the first business day of
the college in January:
•

The professional assessment statement (3,000 words max) will include:
o

a narrative of how the faculty member has developed in the areas of teaching, research,
and service since the last formal evaluation

o

a narrative of how the faculty member’s teaching, research, and service activities
constitute a coherent path of development connected to their work on campus and the
wider community

o

a reflection on the faculty member’s student evaluations

o

an assessment of the faculty member’s successes and failures and plan for future
development

The post-tenure review process also will include teaching observations arranged between the CEC and
the faculty member under review.
The CEC then meets with the faculty member to discuss the professional assessment statement and
writes a brief letter of evaluation in response to it, noting their developmental assessment of the faculty
member and how the plans fit into the department’s goals. This letter is sent to the Dean of the Faculty
by April 15 of the penultimate year before the faculty member is eligible for a sabbatical.

Deans play a central role in providing ongoing encouragement and support for faculty efforts at
professional development. The Dean of the Faculty meets with the faculty member separately to discuss
the professional assessment statement, and supporting documents, and the letter of the CEC. The Dean of
the Faculty then writes a brief letter of evaluation, stating points of concurrence or disagreement. The
faculty member receives a copy of this letter by August 15 of the evaluation year.
Both letters, along with the professional assessment statement Faculty Development Plan and other
supporting materials, are placed in a file for the faculty member that is kept in the office of the Dean of
the Faculty. While a faculty member has reasonable latitude for changes of professional direction, this
file is then used in decisions about release time, requests for funding, and merit awards.
Timeline for Annual and Post-Tenure Review:
Annual

Post-Tenure

Notification by Dean’s office of
eligibility

N/A

April 15

CEC formed by:

December 1

December 1

Candidate materials submitted to
CEand (post-tenure only) the Dean

January 1
(January 19 for AY
2020-2021)

The first business day of
the college in January

CEC’s letter to Dean and candidate by:

February 15

April 15

Dean’s letter to candidate and CEC by:

N/A

August 15

